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the administration does not succeed in im-
plementing the sweeping new restrictions of
the New York accords as a mere executive
agreement. Defense Secretary William Cohen
has already issued guidance to the Pentagon
for compliance with the New York ‘‘demar-
cation’’ agreements on theater missile de-
fenses, systems which were not even covered
in the original ABM Treaty. The body which
implements the ABM Treaty, the Standing
Consultative Commission (SCC), will meet
again in Geneva in September. Unless
blocked by Congress, that meeting will ap-
prove a periodic five-year renewal of the 1972
ABM Treaty and take further steps to
harden the New York ABM agreement into a
fait accompli. Compounding the offense, the
American delegation of the SCC is led by a
man who has never received Senate con-
firmation.

Congress must insist that the White House
stop the illegal implementation of the New
York ABM agreement and submit it for the
Senate’s advice and consent in a timely fash-
ion, using all the tools at its disposal if nec-
essary. For example, Congress should amend
the relevant appropriations bill to prohibit
any funds for ABM treaty-related activities
of the SCC until the Senate has had the
chance to approve the new ABM package.
The Senate can take legislative ‘‘hostages,’’
denying confirmation to administration ap-
pointees until the White House keeps its
promise to submit the new agreements.

The unprecedented refusal of a U.S. presi-
dent to perform the most important func-
tions of his office—provide for the common
defense and uphold the law—confronts the
American people with a stark moral and po-
litical dilemma. If we are to have no say
through our representatives in Congress over
policies that put our lives in jeopardy, can
we claim any longer to be self-governing
citizens of a constitutional republic? The
Rumsfeld Commission has sounded a clear
warning about the threat of ballistic mis-
siles. But this warning tell us something
else—we can no longer cling to the illusion
that the character of our leaders doesn’t
count. If our leaders won’t fulfill their most
important moral and political responsibil-
ities, then we the people must held them ac-
countable. The ancient Greeks believed that
a man’s character is his fate. The same may
be said of nations.
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Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to op-
pose the vote to override the President’s veto
of legislation passed by this Congress to crim-
inalize a specific abortion procedure used in
catastrophic pregnancies. Make no mistake
about it, this is a political vote and a political
debate—a debate fraught with inflammatory
rhetoric and distorted facts.

The fact is, there is no medical procedure
called a ‘‘partial birth abortion’’—that’s a name
made up by opponents of choice to distort the
issue. What we’re talking about is a procedure
used in late term catastrophic pregnancies,
when the fetus has a horrible abnormality, or
the pregnancy seriously threatens the moth-
er’s life or health.

The vote to override the President’s veto of
this bill is a blatant attempt to shelter the hy-

pocrisy of the abortion debate—that the
strongest opponents of the right to choose
also oppose programs promoting comprehen-
sive sex education and birth control, which ac-
tually reduce unintended pregnancies. Instead,
anti-choice Members of Congress would make
access to family planning options more dif-
ficult, more dangerous, more expensive, and
more humiliating. A vote to override the Presi-
dent’s veto would threaten doctors with fines
and imprisonment, and prevents not one teen
pregnancy.

Doctors, not politicians, must decide what
medical treatments are the best for these pa-
tients. Doctors use this procedure when they
believe it is the safest way to end a pregnancy
and leave the woman with the best chance to
have a healthy baby in the future. Congress
should not second-guess their medical judg-
ment.

I ask my colleagues in the majority, who
often express their disdain at the federal gov-
ernment’s involvement in their personal lives,
to oppose the veto override. It doesn’t get
more personal than this.
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Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, as an original

cosponsor of H.R. 1689, this day has been a
long time coming.

I first want to commend the chairmen and
ranking members of the relevant committees,
as well as my friend and colleague, ANNA
ESHOO, for their leadership.

Mr. Speaker, in 1995, Congress enacted,
over the President’s veto, the Securities Litiga-
tion Reform Act. This act limits the opportuni-
ties to bring abusive and frivolous class action
suits—suits which divert precious financial re-
sources from leading-edge high technology
companies. The act continues protections for
investors against genuine fraud, as it should,
but protects forward-looking statements made
by companies issuing nationally-traded securi-
ties from strike suits.

With ‘‘strike’’ suits in Federal courts less
likely to succeed, a new venue has been in-
creasingly used—State courts. Such suits po-
tentially have the same chilling effect as those
previously brought in Federal court—until
today.

The measure before us, the Securities Liti-
gation Uniform Standards Act, sets forth clear
and uniform standards for bringing securities
class actions under State law and would gen-
erally proscribe bringing a private class action
suit involving 50 or more parties except in
Federal court.

Mr. Speaker, enactment of this measure
should complete an important reform initiated
in 1995. Securities litigation needed reform.
The future of our Nation’s competitive advan-
tage in the world lies in our ability to develop
products and services that are on the leading
edge of technology and research. The busi-
ness ventures which undertake such activities
are among the fastest growing sectors of our
economy. Indeed, in many places in our coun-
try, including California’s 36th District, they are
the pride of our economy.

But if these business ventures are saddled
by the costs and distractions of unwarranted
lawsuits, filed when stock prices fluctuate for
reasons often beyond the control of business
management, the consequences are to chill
economic growth. Despite the absence of
wrongdoing by managers, corporations are es-
sentially forced to pay large sums to avoid
even larger expenses associated with their
legal defense. The ultimate loser, of course, is
the individual long-term investor whose share
value was diminished as a result of these
suits.

Mr. Speaker, let me assure my colleagues
that the reform measure before us continues
to protect investors. It recognizes the impor-
tant role the private litigation system has
played in maintaining the integrity of our cap-
ital markets. Yet, at the same time, the bill
recognizes that forum shopping cannot be a
new pathway for enterprising parties to gain
new profits. The rights of the aggrieved inves-
tor to seek justice and restitution is main-
tained, while the opportunity to manipulate
procedures to the detriment of the company
and legitimate investors is hopefully ended.

The Securities Litigation Uniform Standards
Act is supported by the Securities and Ex-
change Commission and the administration
and I urge its support.
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Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
speak about our rapidly growing trade deficit
with China and Japan and to strongly urge the
Administration to take stronger measures to
lower foreign trade barriers to American goods
and services.

China and Japan are this nation’s largest
deficit trading partners. In 1997, our respective
trade deficits with China and Japan were $53
billion and $58.6 billion. That’s a combined
deficit of over $110 billion. Needless to say,
but nevertheless an important issue to empha-
size, the massive trade deficits with Japan and
China costs us billions of dollars of exports
and tens of thousands—even hundreds of
thousands of jobs.

The Administration bears a large part of the
blame by deferring to our deficit trading part-
ners during negotiations instead of being more
aggressive in promoting fair trade agreements
that advance the interests of American work-
ers. It’s not as if the Administration does not
have the tools to force foreign nations to open
up their markets. They do. Section 301 of the
Trade Act of 1974 comes to mind. It just
seems to me that they lack the will and initia-
tive. Do they even care about the great Amer-
ican middle class, or are they just pandering
for political posturing?

I strongly believe with all of my heart that
the Administration can do more to open up
foreign markets, especially with our largest
deficit trading partners: China and Japan. Sec-
tion 301 is a powerful tool in our arsenal. Con-
gress gave it to the executive branch, but this
Administration has been extremely reluctant to
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